INTRODUCTION
Job performance is the most important variable considered in industrial and organizational psychology research (Borman 2004a; Borman & Motowidlo 1997; Organ 1997) . This is based on the fact that job performance has always been reported as a significant indicator of organizational performance regardless of how it is conceptualized (Organ 1997) . According to Jex and Britt (2008) and Motowidlo (2003) , performance is oftentimes assessed in terms of financial figures, as well as through the combination of expected behavior and task-related aspects. Additionally, Schmitt and Chan (1998) categorize employee job performance into 'can-do' and 'will-do'. 'Can-do' refers to knowledge, skill, ability, and other characteristics (KSAOs) that an individual must have to perform a certain job. 'Will-do' reflects the motivation level of an employee in performing his/her work. Further, Cardy and Dobbins, in Williams (2002) , conceptualize job performance as work outcomes and job relevant behaviors. Work outcomes deal with task performance, such as quality or quality of work done, while job relevant behavior refers to the behavioral aspects useful in achieving task performance (Williams 2002) . In other words, job relevant behaviors provide support in performing task-related matters. Most importantly, job performance measures, which may be based on an absolute value or a relative judgment, can be generalized in relation to the overall organizational performance because such measures are reflected in organizational performance to a certain extent (Gomez-Mejia, Balkin, & Cardy 2007; Jex & Britt 2008; Sackett et al. 2006; Wall et al. 2004 ). An absolute value of performance is based upon objective results, such as total points from sales or productivity, whereas relative judgments are performance evaluations made based on behavioral related criterion and are very subjective in nature (Gomez-Mejia et al. 2007 ).
In relation to the different conceptualizations of job performance, the main issue adressed by scholars (e.g. Borman 2004a; Campbell, McHenry & Wise 1990) is which employee behaviors at work constitute job performance. Traditionally, job performance is limited to the core task activities that are based solely on job analysis (Campbell 1990; Jex & Britt 2008) . The construct, however, has been expanded into behavioral aspects relating directly to the core tasks and other behaviors that support the core task performance. This is in accordance with assertions put forward by Borman (2004) , Borman and Motowidlo (1993) , Campbell (1990) , Jex and Britt (2008) and Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) , who argue that job performance should be measured in terms of task performance and contextual performance in order to fully grasp a holistic concept of the latent construct. Contextual performance consists of behaviors that help support incumbents in delivering their task performance and such behaviors are important to ensure organizational effectiveness in the long run. Task performance is defined in terms of role-prescribed behaviors (Katz & Kahn 1978) , core-tasks or tasks that involve the maintenance of the technical core of the organization (Luo et al. 2008) .
Like task performance, contextual performance has been coined as extra-role behaviors, i.e., discretionary behaviors related to the assistance of other individuals in the organization (Becker & Kernan 2006; Katz & Kahn 1978) ; pro-social organizational behavior, i.e., behaviors related to improving the wellbeing of individuals or groups in the organization (Podsakoff et al. 2000) ; organizational spontaneity, i.e., voluntary behaviors that help contribute towards organizational effectiveness (George & Jones 1997) ; and organizational citizenship behavior, i.e., behavior that, across time and across people, contributes to organizational effectiveness (Bateman & Organ 1983; Borman & Motowidlo 1993; Gwynne 2000) . Contextual performance is conceptualized as the behaviors that support the core task performance in enhancing organizational effectiveness (Motowidlo & Van Scotter 1994) . Both aspects of performance are crucial to achieve organizational objectives because task performance is concerned with behaviors that are required to complete job tasks, while contextual performance is needed to safeguard and upgrade the organizational, social, and psychological environment in the organization (Jex & Britt 2008; LePine et al. 2000; Van Dyne et al. 1994; Van Scotter & Motowidlo 1996) . This means that contextual performance complements task performance in helping an organization to achieve its goals (Black & Porter 1991; Jahangir, Akbar & Haq 2004; Luo et al. 2008; Spitzmuller et al. 2008) . Borman (2004b) delineate four reasons for OCB to continuously be an important construct that will be scrutinized in the future. Employees are expected to exhibit OCB, to a certain degree, due to increased global competition in the current market; increased teamwork and inter-dependability among employees; the increase in merging and downsizing activities that require employees to adapt to the new work environment; and the expanding service industry that mainly focuses on customer service and client satisfaction. Employees must engage in OCB to achieve organizational sustainability and effectiveness (Borman 2004a; Podsakoff & MacKenzie 1997; Van Dyne, Graham & Dienesch 1994) . In other words, the job performance domain has been expanded by incorporating OCB in order to meet the requirements of today's external and internal environments, which are constantly changing and becoming more challenging.
To a certain extent, the distinction between task performance and contextual performance is evident because each dimension has different predictors. Theoretically, task performance is determined by procedural knowledge (i.e. knowledge about facts and things), declarative knowledge (i.e. knowledge on how to do something and what to do), ability and job experience, while contextual performance is closely associated with an individual's personality type (Jex & Britt 2008; Motowidlo & Van Scotter 1994) . However, Vey and Campbell (2004) assert that, in measuring job performance, it is important to integrate the items on the basis of task performance as well as contextual performance, or specifically OCB. This is because these constructs are strongly related and difficult to differentiate, as behavioral aspects of job performance are very subjective. In fact, Vey and Campbell (2004) and Fisher and Hartel (2004) strongly suggest that OCB items be included in job performance measures because some of the items may contain task performance items. In a meta-analysis by Podsakoff et al. (2000) , it is noted that task performance and OCB account for merely 9.3 percent and 12 percent of variance of variance in performance evaluations, respectively. However, the combination of both aspects of performance account for 42 percent of the variance in performance evaluations. This is in line with Johnson's (2001) findings that task and contextual performance contribute substantially in predicting the overall job performance ratings. In other words, both dimensions contribute a unique variance to the job performance domain because supervisors evaluate and combine items relating to task and contextual performance when appraising subordinates' overall performance. Borman and Motowidlo (1997) report that, when making overall job performance ratings, supervisors evaluate task performance and OCB equally and that the correlation between task performance and OCB with overall job performance ratings are significant (i.e. r = 0.43, p < 0.05 and r = 0.41, p < 0.05, respectively). This suggests that supervisory ratings are a function of task performance and OCB (Bolino, Turnley & Bloodgood 2002; Borman & Motowidlo 1997; Bowler 2006) . Given the literature on the significant role of task performance and OCB in elucidating the overall job performance construct, this study incorporates items from both dimensions of task performance and OCB as indicators in the measure of overall job performance.
Studies on job performance have adopted various measures in capturing the performance construct. The inconsistencies of these measures may not reflect the actual predictors of employees' job performance. Accordingly, there is a need to develop a more comprehensive instrument that can clearly capture the job performance construct. Therefore, this study examines the construct validity of task performance and OCB items in the setting of Malaysia Public Service agencies. We examine the construct validity of the job performance instrument, which also serves as a preliminary investigation of the psychometric properties of the Malay language version of the job performance instrument, with a sample of respondents from the Malaysia Public Service agencies.
The specific objectives of this study are twofold: firstly, to assess the internal consistency reliability of the job performance dimensions and the total score, and secondly, to assess the construct validity of the job performance instrument utilizing exploratory and confirmatory factor analytic procedures. The items and dimensions of job performance are developed and adapted based upon existing instruments.
LITERATURE REVIEW CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND OF TASK PERFORMANCE AND OCB
As has been noted in a number of previous studies, task performance has been operationalized in many different ways. This is consistent with Motowidlo's (2003) assertion that scholars have not paid enough attention to the most appropriate concepts of task performance. This is evident in human resource management studies based upon the fact that task performance has been measured using a wide array of criterion measures. Among other criterion utilized are productivity indexes, promotability ratings, sales and turnover rate. Although these indicators might be presumed to reflect performance at various degrees, Gomez-Mejia et al. (2007) state that task performance can be distinguished into the quality of work done, the quantity of work performed, and interpersonal effectiveness. Another perspective on performance is given by Motowidlo (2003) , who defines task performance as the total expected value of an individual's behavior over a standard period of time for the production of goods and services. In other words, task performance relates closely to the proficiency of an employee in performing his/her job. Motowidlo (2003) defines contextual performance as the total expected value of an individual's behavior over a standard period of time for maintaining and enhancing the psychological, social, and organizational context of work. In other words, contextual performance provides support to the performance of tasks in different organizational work environments. At a glance, both definitions may be perceived as an objective measure of performance because of the word 'total'. However, it is important to note that the word 'total expected value' is used instead of 'total absolute value' because the former refers to the possible outcome of the behaviors performed by an employee. Importantly, both performance measures focus on behaviors that could only predict the possible outcome of such behaviors, as opposed to results that can guarantee absolute outcomes (Motowidlo 2003) . Therefore, behaviors are considered and have been empirically proven to be a valid and reliable measure of individual job performance (Motowidlo et al. 1997; Podsakoff et al. 2000; Wall et al. 2004) . Besides performing core tasks, employees are also expected to maximize their efforts to sustain competitive advantage, keep abreast with changes, and promote innovation (Organ 1997) . These expectations demand organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) to be exhibited by all employees in an organization. Organ (1997) and Podsakoff et al. (2000) propose that OCB, which is also known as the contextual performance or extra-role performance, is a prominent contributing factor to the organizational effectiveness. According to Organ (1988: 4) , OCB is:
An individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization. By discretionary, we mean that the behavior is not an enforceable requirement of the role or job description that is the clearly specifiable terms of the person's employment contract with the organization; the behavior is rather a matter of personal choice, such that the omission is not generally understood as punishable.
The definition implies that OCB relates to positive behavioral traits that are neither stated in the job description, nor enforced by the employment contract. Besides contextual performance, OCB has also been coined as extra-role behaviors or discretionary behaviors (Organ et al. 2006 ). Bateman and Organ (1983) disaggregate the OCB concept into two dimensions: (1) a general compliance which concerns with what employees should do, and (2) altruism which focuses on employees' willingness in helping others (Organ et al. 2006) . Organ (1988) later expands OCB into five distinct dimensions: altruism, civic virtue, conscientiousness, courtesy, and sportsmanship.
OCB continues to be conceptualized in different manners. For instance, Williams and Anderson (1991) divide OCB into OCB-I, which focuses on behaviors at the individual level, and OCB-O, which deals with employee behaviors at the organizational level. Then, Organ (1997) categorizes OCB into three dimensions: helping, courtesy, and conscientiousness. According to Koster and Sanders (2006) , OCB has also been defined as customer-service behavior or pro-social behavior. However, Chiaburu and Baker (2006) argue that OCB and pro-social behavior or customer-service behavior differ markedly based on the context of the behavior being performed by the employees. This is because OCB is about reciprocity, whereby employees would engage in OCB if they perceive that their supervisors or colleagues exhibit OCB, whereas pro-social behavior and customer service behavior are the types of behavior that should be exhibited by employees when attending to the customers' needs (Bowler 2006; Chiaburu & Baker 2006; Organ 1997) .
A more recent definition advanced by Moon, Van Dyne and Wrobel (2005) is based on the Circumplex Model of OCB. They divide each dimension of OCB based on focus (i.e. organizational or interpersonal) and nature (i.e. "promotive" or prohibitive). According to Moon et al. (2005) , OCB can be directed at the individual or the organizational level. This concept is very much similar to Williams and Anderson's (1991) idea of OCB-I and OCB-O. In the seminal works of Van Dyne et al. (1995) and Moon et al. (2005) , OCB is considered in terms of its prohibitive or promotive nature. Prohibitive behaviors are concerned with protecting organizational values, norms and rules, whilst preventing undesirable and unethical behaviors. On the contrary, promotive behaviors deal with employees being proactive, adaptive, and moving the organization towards new objectives (Moon et al. 2005; Van Dyne et al. 1995) . In other words, OCB can be categorized into protective (i.e. preserve and sustain the organization) and promotive (i.e. change and adaptability of oneself in improving the organization) characteristics. As such, helping behavior is considered as an interpersonal and promotive OCB because this behavior is directed at the individual level that helps to promote the efficiency of the organization (Organ 1988; Van Dyne et al. 1995) . According to Moon et al. (2005) , sportsmanship is an interpersonal behavior that is protective in nature. Employees who engage in this act do not complain or criticize because they focus on positive, rather than negative, elements at work. This type of individual behavior also tends to protect the organization by performing a peacemaking function when disagreements arise among co-workers (Organ 1988; Van Dyne et al. 1995) .
The Circumplex model of OCB also includes innovative or voice behavior that is organizationally focused on acts to promote general change in the organization (Moon et al. 2005 ). This behavior is also concerned with the efforts taken by employees to improve products, services, relationships, and the like (Organ 1988; Van Dyne et al. 1995) . Voice or innovative behavior is different from other definitions of innovativeness because such behavior relates to the frequency of ideas and engagement levels of employees when giving ideas for the overall improvement of the department or organization as a whole (Moon et al. 2005) . Finally, compliance is categorized by Moon et al. (2005) and Van Dyne et al. (1995) as an organizational and protective OCB. This is based on the fact that compliance is an organizationally-focused behavior to pursue and obey the stipulated rules and regulations. Having delineated the OCB construct based on the Circumplex model, it can be summed up that helping and voice behaviors are promotive-types of OCB, while sportsmanship and compliance are protective-types of OCB. Moon et al. (2005) and Van Dyne et al. (1995) also suggest that the utility of the Circumplex model of OCB is not limited to the hypothesized domains because the model can be improved in the future by adding further dimensions to better explain and understand the OCB construct.
Despite numerous conceptualizations of OCB, this study employs Organ's (1997) definition, which refers to OCB as behaviors that in aggregate, across time and across persons, contribute to organizational effectiveness. These are the behaviors that can help to support and maintain the psychological environment in which task performance takes place. Organ (1997) argues that the word 'discretionary' in his earlier definition of OCB is no longer appropriate, given the fact that OCB items have been considered by respondents as task performance or part of the job in most cases (e.g., Borman & Motowidlo 1997; Van Scotter & Motowidlo 1996; Vey & Campbell 2004; Wilson 2005) . Furthermore, although OCB has not been associated with rewards because of its discretionary or voluntary nature, it is inevitable that supervisors, and even employees themselves, would take OCB into consideration in making appraisal and reward decisions regarding their subordinates (Organ 1997) . Hence, the conceptualization of OCB as 'not directly or explicitly recognized by the reward system' seems not quite applicable given the possible influence of OCB on supervisors' appraisals. Additionally, this study intends to assess six dimensions of OCB developed by Organ (1988a) and Van Dyne and LePine (1998) , which are developed from Organ's (1997) definition of OCB. The dimensions -altruism, civic virtue, conscientiousness, courtesy, sportsmanship, and voice behavior -provide a comprehensive definition of the OCB construct adopted in this study.
While most previous studies examine each dimension of OCB separately, this study measures OCB in aggregate. This approach is in accordance with Organ's (1988: 6) assertion that "most OCB actions, taken singly, would not make a dent in the overall performance of an organization…that is in the nature of OCB in which any single occurrence of it usually is modest and trivial". It is the composite or aggregate of all OCB dimensions that "promote effective functioning of the organization" (Organ 1988: 4) . Furthermore, Law, Wong and Chen (2005) state that using composite measures of OCB is justified if the hypotheses about OCB are drawn at the overall construct level instead of the dimensional level. Studies by Law et al. (2005) and Luo et al. (2008) have empirically validated the use of composite measures of OCB. Most importantly, Podsakoff et al. (2000) report that OCB can be measured in aggregate since no individual dimension has unique effects on organizational success or different antecedents. In other words, OCB dimensions are essentially equivalent constructs that in composite would have impacted organizational performance. According to Wong, Law and Huang (2008) , OCB may be assessed at the construct level based on the conceptual and empirical assertions in the literature. This is consistent with earlier suggestions by Law and Wong (1999) that the decision to use dimensional or construct level analysis should be made based on theory. However, it is also important to note that the use of different levels of construct (i.e. firstorder or second-order measurement models) would result in the plausible countervailing influence of predictors on the respective construct and dimensions (Wong et al. 2008) . Based on the literature, quite a number of studies have treated OCB as a uni-dimensional construct, which is in accordance to the objectives of the respective researches (Hoofman et al. 2002) . For the same reason, this study measures OCB at the construct level instead of the dimensional level.
The distinction between task performance and OCB is not clear. One possible reason is that supervisors tend to perceive OCB as task performance instead of contextual performance (Vey & Campbell 2004) . In fact, in most instances, task performance and OCB items appear on the performance appraisal form (Borman & Motowidlo 1997) . Furthermore, in evaluating the overall performance, supervisors assess task performance and OCB in equivocal terms because the beta values for both variables are significant and equal in magnitude (Borman & Motowidlo 1997; Bowler 2006) . Hoffman et al. (2002) report that task performance and OCB are highly correlated (i.e. ρ = 0.74, p < 0.05), but the correlation is not orthogonal. This means that each dimension measures different aspects of performance, but both have to be integrated for a more holistic measure of the job performance construct. Johnson (2001) notes that, in most cases, dimensions in contextual performance or OCB receive a relatively large weight, indicating the great importance of OCB in explaining the overall job performance. In a similar vein, Tett and Burnett (2003) assert that the important aspects of job performance that are valued during the hiring process may not be the same as those that are valued during the performance appraisal process. For instance, during selection, supervisors are more focused on the ability of the employee based on his/her procedural knowledge (i.e. knowledge about facts and things) and declarative knowledge (i.e. knowledge on how to do things and what to do). However, after the employee is hired, he/she is expected to show some forms of citizenship behavior in order to develop a 'person-job' and 'person-organization' fit (Bogler & Somech 2005; Heneman & Judge 2005; Tett & Burnett 2003) . This is crucial to ensure longterm employment retention (Heneman & Judge 2005) . Podsakoff et al. (2000) find that task performance and OCB account for only 9.3 percent and 12 percent of variance in performance evaluations, respectively. Nevertheless, the combination of both aspects of job performance measures account for 42 percent of the variance in job performance appraisals. This suggests that task performance and OCB factors are of substantial value in representing the job performance construct. Hence, it is important to ensure that all relevant factors related to the aforesaid constructs are captured in the job performance evaluation so as to establish the validity of the measure.
Empirical studies (e.g. Bergeron 2007; Borman & Motowidlo 1997; Van Scotter & Motowidlo 1996; Vey & Campbell 2004; Wilson 2005) point out that supervisors would tend to perceive and evaluate task performance and OCB items as being of equal importance when making overall job performance ratings. This is supported by Bergeron (2007) , who reports that the correlation between task performance and OCB; and overall job performance ratings are 0.43 and 0.41, respectively. Based on the assertions and empirical results of Borman and Motowidlo (1997) , Bergeron (2007) , Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) , Wilson (2005) and Vey and Campbell (2004) , task performance and OCB have contributed a unique variance to the job performance domain because supervisors evaluate and combine task and OCB items in evaluating the overall performance of their subordinates.
JOB PERFORMANCE MEASURE AND SOURCE OF RATING
Job performance has been measured via several methods. For instance, dimensions of the job analysis can also be used in developing performance standards required for each employee (Heneman & Judge 2005) . This is because job analysis specifically spells out work behaviors required for job incumbents and KSAOs needed in exhibiting those behaviors. The use of job analysis in measuring performance is accomplished by employing task inventories and critical incident techniques (Motowidlo 2003) . Another method is through performance appraisal forms (Borman & Motowidlo 1997) . Wiedower (2001) and Pincus (1986) assert that a performance measure that is based upon performance appraisal items offers a more reliable and accurate performance evaluation. Furthermore, Pulakos, Schmitt and Chan (1996) note that performance rating scales are, by far, the most frequently used criteria in measuring job performance of an employee. Most importantly, researchers should take into account what practitioners incorporate in conceptualizing job performance so as to enhance the validity of the measure (Organ 1988b) . Gomez-Mejia et al. (2007) and Wall et al. (2004) note that job performance can be measured in terms of the absolute value or relative judgment. Absolute value is based on figures or financial indicators, such as productivity and profitability, while relative judgment focuses on the overall performance of an employee or organization, which is based on task-related and behavioral elements. According to Wall et al. (2004) and Williams (2002) , most human resource management research adopts subjective measures of job performance because the studies focus on an individual's performance, which is most appropriately measured in terms of the task-related and behavioral elements. Most importantly, subjective measures allow researchers to generalize the findings to a larger performance construct (Wall et al. 2004) . This is in accordance with Motowidlo's (2003) argument that job performance is best construed as a behavioral construct because it involves psychological processes that are related to the selection, training, motivation, and facilitation of different situational processes. By examining behavior as a performance measure, appropriate intervention can be made to improve the overall job performance.
It has also been reported that performance should be measured broadly to enhance its reliability (Kim 2006; Tubre 2000; Viswesvaran 1993; Viswesvaran, Schmidt & Ones 1996) , but the scope of measurement should be more specific, e.g. based on performance appraisal or job analysis, in order to increase its validity (Ashton 1998; Pincus 1986; Wiedower 2001) . As such, this study measures job performance subjectively, using items adapted from Morrison and Phelps (1999) , Organ (1990) , Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1997) , Le Pine (1998), and William and Anderson (1990) . Next, the approach utilized by Borman and Motowidlo (1997) , Pincus (1986), and Wiedower (2001) to validate the job performance measure is applied. This is facilitated by utilizing the performance appraisal form of the public servants as another source of input regarding how job performance is measured in the public sector.
There have been voluminous studies exploring various predictors, antecedents, and outcomes of job performance LePine et al. 2002; Podsakoff et al. 2000; Scandura & Williams 2000) . However, there is still a lack of attention given to the validity of the job performance measure. On this note, Campbell et al. (1990) , LePine et al. (2002) , Podsakoff et al. (2000) and Spitzmuller et al. (2008) strongly suggest that the area of personnel psychology is on the verge of publishing an abundance of job performance literature that will be of little value in the performance domain if research is limited to its empirical links with different constructs. In the Malaysian context, very limited evidence on the construct validity of the job performance measure has been reported to date. To fill the gap, this study assesses the construct validity of job performance that incorporates task performance and OCB. This is in congruent to the assertion by Podsakoff et al. (2000) that there is a need to examine the psychometric properties of the job performance construct by assessing its convergent, discriminant, and nomological validity. Researchers should provide additional attention on a more comprehensive theoretical elucidation of the construct and its measure (Campbell 1990; Podsakoff et al. 2000; Organ 1997; Spitzmuller et al. 2008; Van Dyne et al. 1995; Van Dyne & LePine 1998) . Hence, the construct validity of the job performance measure is examined with variance extracted estimates (VE) and standardized factor loadings in the measurement model for convergent validity, the average variance extracted (AVE) for discriminant validity, and the correlation matrix for nomological validity (Hair et al. 2006) .
This study adopts an immediate-supervisory rating approach in evaluating job performance items of public servants. Supervisory-rating is chosen over self-rating of performance-related construct because the latter is believed to lead to a spuriously high or low correlation due to self-bias, which in turn may inflate or deflate the observed correlations (Danaeefard, Balutbazeh & Kashi 2010; Donaldson & Grant-Vallone 2002; Netemeyer & Maxham 2006; Organ & Ryan 1995; Organ et al. 2006; Radhakrishnan, Arrow & Sniezek 1996; Suliman 2003; Tubre 2000; Wall et al. 2004) . Furthermore, Bohlander and Snell (2007) , Johnson (2001) , Moideenkutty et al. (2006) , Morrison (1994) and Viswesvaran et al. (1996) assert that immediate supervisors are considered as the most appropriate individuals to give feedback on job performance because they have the first-hand experience with job-related aspects of the respective employees as compared to other individuals in the organization. Importantly, according to Van Dyne and Le Pine (1998) , the supervisory rating is deemed as a reliable source of information because supervisors evaluate employee behavior and appraise employee performance on a regular basis as part of their managerial responsibilities. That being said, supervisory-rating is chosen over other source of ratings to evaluate job performance of the respondents in this study.
In their longitudinal study, Van Dyne and LePine (1998) also report that supervisory rating of job performance has a better predictive validity of 0.73 as compared to self and peer ratings, which have a predictive validity of 0.04 and 0.08, respectively. In a similar vein, the findings by Pulakos et al. (1996) reveal that their model shows a significantly better fit for supervisory rating with an R 2 value of 0.11 compared to 0.05 for peer rating. Studies by Podsakoff et al. (2000) , Viswesvaran (1993) , and Viswesvaran et al. (1996) have reported that the variance in job performance that is explained by the supervisory rating is much higher than self-rating or peer-rating. This result indicates that job performance is best explained by immediate supervisors compared to other individuals in the organization. Based on the aforementioned empirical evidences, supervisory rating is considered as the best source of rating because it plays a significant role in explaining job performance.
A subjective measure of job performance is used in this study. This type of measure is considered acceptable for studies conducted in a public sector setting where there is a general lack of appropriate financial records, while individual performance appraisal results are considered confidential information (Wall et al. 2004 ). Furthermore, Gomez-Mejia et al. (2007) , Mwita (2000) , and Wall et al. (2004) have contended that a subjective measure of job performance is appropriate in organizational behavior studies because it allows generalizability to a larger performance construct, such as organizational performance. Motowidlo et al. (1997) note that, in most instances, performance results, as opposed to behaviors, are the main indicators of performance, but performance results may not reflect the contributions of the employees towards organizational goals. This is because the results may be affected by other extraneous factors that are beyond the control of the employees. In fact, behavioral aspects, in the measurement of performance, are necessary to develop a psychological understanding in the staffing process, as well as training and development activities (Motowidlo et al. 1997; Mwita 2000; Sarminah 2005 ). Most importantly, Podsakoff et al. (2000) report that objective measures of performance uniquely account for only 9.5 percent of the variance in performance evaluations. In comparison, subjective measures of job performance (using task and OCB items) account for 42.9 percent of the variance in performance evaluations. This suggests that subjective measures of job performance, as opposed to objective measures of job performance, play a substantially greater role in explaining performance evaluations. As such, the present study gathers responses through the subjective measures of the job performance construct from the immediate supervisors of the public servants.
METHODOLOGY JOB PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT DEVELOPMENT
A total of 37 items have been used to measure the job performance construct. The items are adopted and adapted from seminal works by prominent scholars in the job performance field, such as Morrison and Phelps (1999) , Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1990) , Van Dyne and Le Pine (1998), and William and Anderson (1991). The internal consistency reliability value for the instrument is observed based on the results in the preceding studies. The measurement for the construct is above the acceptable limit of internal consistency value (> 0.6) and is therefore considered reliable.
The content validity for all measures is also examined by assessing the suitability of items in representing the operational definition of each dimension. The content validity of the items is also gauged by referring to previous studies. We identify observed variables that have been used to measure the hypothesized latent construct in seminal works by Morrison and Phelps (1999) , Podsakoff et al. (1990) , Van Dyne and Le Pine (1998) and William and Anderson (1991) .
Next, decentering is conducted. In this process, the original measurement is changed before it is adapted and back-translated. The purpose is to improve the translatability of the measurement, whereby items that are likely to be specific to the original culture or context are removed or altered (Brislin 1980; Geisinger 2003) . The assistance of two bilingual experts and a public service officer has been used to identify items in the measurement that need to be refined to suit the Malaysian culture and public service context. Then, the measurement is assessed to ensure that there is no culture-specific language or content. Next, the measurement is translated using a backtranslation procedure. Following Brislin (1970) , Werner and Campbell (1970) , and Geisinger (2003) , the service of two different bilingual language experts is used in the back-translation process. One of the experts translates the original items to the Malay language, which is then re-translated into English by another expert who must not have seen the original English version of the items. The quality of the language translation is evaluated based upon how accurately the back-translated version matches with the original version (Geisinger 2003) .
To determine the suitability of all items in the public sector context, the back-translated items are discussed and verified with the officers and clerical staff from the public service departments and agencies. The researchers also refer to the public servant performance appraisal form to identify how job performance is measured in the public sector. Upon scrutiny, it is noted that the performance appraisal form consists of items that measure both task performance and OCB. Another discussion is conducted with two human resource officers in one of the public service departments to get feedback on the appropriateness of the items that are adapted and translated in measuring the job performance of public servants. This stage is crucial to guarantee the content and face validity of all items. Based on the feedback, several improvements have been made to the items.
Finally, a cover letter from the researchers is attached to each questionnaire, which also contains detailed instructions for the respondents. The respondents are asked to answer the items by indicating their level of agreement using a seven point Likert's scale. Once the questionnaire is complete, the respondent is asked to insert it in an envelope that has been provided by the researchers and seal it to ensure the confidentiality of the information.
MEASUREMENT OF THE JOB PERFORMANCE CONSTRUCT
The job performance construct is measured in terms of task performance and OCB. Task performance is measured by seven items adapted from Williams and Anderson (1991) . As for OCB, a total of 30 items are used to measure the dimensions. Five different questions are used to measure each of the following dimensions of OCB: sportsmanship, civic virtue, courtesy, and altruism. Four items are then used to measure conscientiousness, while six items are used to measure innovative citizenship behavior.
UNIT OF ANALYSIS, SAMPLING, AND DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES
The unit of analysis in this study is the individual and the target population is public servants. Based on the sampling frame, there are a total of 5,473 public servants in all public service departments and agencies in the Northern region of Peninsular Malaysia (Public Service Department 2011). According to the generalized scientific guidelines for sample size (Krejcie & Morgan (1970) in Cavana, Delahaye & Sekaran 2001; Sekaran 2003; Veal 2005) , the appropriate sample size for the respective population size is 381. A letter of intention for data collection has been sent to each of the public service departments and agencies in the region, but only nine departments have agreed to participate in the study. Hence, a total of 500 self-administered questionnaires are distributed to the respondents in those nine public service agencies. The respondents are required to evaluate one of their immediate subordinates on task performance and OCB items. The supervisory rating method is chosen over selfrating to avoid common method variance, as suggested by many performance-related researchers (e.g. Castro, Armario & Ruiz 2004; Kim 2006; Koster & Sanders 2006; Yousef 1998 ). More importantly, Wall et al. (2004) , Tubre (2000) , Organ et al. (2006) , and Organ and Ryan (2001) have strongly contended that self-rating performancerelated construct will lead to a spuriously high or low correlation that is confounded by the common method variance. Further, Bohlander and Snell (2007) and Moideenkutty, Blau, Kumar and Nalakath (2005) assert that immediate supervisors are the most appropriate source of information with regards to job performance. As such, immediate supervisors are chosen to evaluate their subordinates in relation to task performance and OCB items.
ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES
The reliability and initial evidence of validity are reported based on results from Cronbach's alpha reliability, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Following Cavana et al. (2001) , Hair et al. (2006) , Sekaran (2003) , and Veal (2005) , EFA on each latent construct is carried out to determine if the responses gathered can be grouped according to the items in each variable similar to previous studies. Specifically, EFA using principal axis factoring, which has a direct oblique rotation with a priori criteria of factors, is conducted to analyze the factor structure of the variables (Byrne 2005; Hair et al. 2006; Kim & Mueller 1978; Tabachnick & Fidell 2007; Worthington & Whittaker 2006) . The cutoff point of 0.5 is used as the threshold for further analysis (Hair et al. 2006; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006 ). The measurement model or CFA for each latent factor is examined by observing the model fit level.
Furthermore, the construct validity indicated by convergent validity is examined based upon the methods utilized by Hair et al. (2007) and Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) . Convergent validity is assessed by calculating the variance extracted estimates (VE) and composite reliability of each latent construct. Additionally, the value of standardized loadings for each observed variable are also examined to assess the convergent validity of the instrument.
FINDINGS PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS
The final sample consists of 61.70 percent male and 38.30 percent female. The majority of respondents (55.08%) are less than 30 years old, while 7.42 percent are above 50 years old. Given the fact that Malaysian public service departments and agencies are predominantly Malaypopulated, 98.4 percent of the respondents are Malays. Only 1.2 percent and 0.4 percent are Chinese and Indian, respectively. Regarding education level, 34 percent of the respondents are SPM holders, 22.70 percent are STPM holders and 29.30 percent are diploma holders. The rest (13.7 percent) are Bachelor's and Master's degree holders. The majority (72.2%) of the respondents have worked in the organization for less than 10 years, while 27.80 percent have worked for more than 10 years. A total of 210 respondents (83%) have held the same job position for less than 10 years, while the rest have held the same job position for more than 10 years. Finally, 94.90 percent of the respondents are eligible taxpayers, while only 5.10 percent are tax-exempt.
RELIABILITY AND ExPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS (EFA)
This study assesses the internal consistency reliability and initial validity of the instruments, which are depicted in Table 1 . The Cronbach's alpha values range from 0.821 to 0.937. Next, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is also carried out to examine the factorial validity of the instruments. Note that the cutoff point for factor loadings in this study are 0.50 or greater because this threshold value is considered crucial in ensuring practical significance for sample size of 150 and above (Hair et al. 2006; Worthington & Whittaker 2006) . As shown in Table 2 , EFA results indicate that four dimensions of OCB -sportsmanship, courtesy, civic virtue, and conscientiousness -load on the task performance factor. Only items on altruism and innovative behavior load on the OCB factor. Based on the results, items that load on factor 1 are categorized as task performance items, while items load on factor 2 are labeled as OCB items. Based on these results, task performance is operationally defined as the behavioral dimensions of performance encompassing job-specific task proficiency, sportsmanship, courtesy, civic virtue, and conscientiousness, while OCB is operationally defined as altruism and innovative behaviors. The remaining 25 items are then subjected to EFA with principal axis factoring extraction and direct oblique rotation. Based on the EFA results in Table 2 , the Eigen value for factor 1 is 10.648, while the Eigen value for factor 2 is 3.439. The total variance explained for this construct is 50.712. As indicated in Table 3 , a total of 12 items are dropped from further analysis because of cross or low factor loading. Items with factor loadings above 0.5 are retained for further analysis. This is crucial, given that values greater than 0.50 are generally considered necessary for practical significance (Hair et al. 2006) . He/she is involved in activities that are relevant to his/her yearly performance assessment. 0.703 TP 4
He/she fails to perform essential duties. ® 0.619 CON 2 He/she adequately completes assigned duties.
0.515 CON 3 He/she does not take extra time for breaks. 0.544 CON 4 He/she often work beyond office hours even though not being asked to.
0.682 CTY 1 He/she always complains about things that are not important. ® 0.784 CV 1
He/she always finds fault with what the organization is doing. ® 0.718 SPT 3 He/she always pays attention to matters that are negative rather than on matters that are positive. ® 0.583 SPT 4 He/she is always complaining about work. ® 0.506 CTY 4 He/she tries to prevent himself/herself from creating problems for his/her coworkers. 0.544 CTY 3 He/she is aware of how his/her behavior affects other people's jobs. 0.712 CTY 4 He/she reads and follows all announcements, memos, and others given out by the organization. 0.629 CTY 5 He/she keeps up to date with changes in the organization.
0.590 TP 7
He/she attend meetings that are not compulsory but are considered important. 0.695 ALT 1 He/she helps others who have problems with their work. 0.685 ALT 2 He/she helps others who have heavy workload. 0.822 ALT 3 He/she always ready to offer help to those around him or her.
0.832 ALT 4 He/she tries to make innovative suggestions to improve the department/organization. 0.777 IB 1
He/she tries to adopt improved procedures for the department/organization. 0.851 IB 3
He/she tries to institute new more effective work methods for the department/organization. Item parceling is done to reduce the number of parameters estimated in the job performance measurement model. A total of 25 items remain after data reduction and EFA is used to measure job performance. These items are bundled into five parcels based on the dimensions in job performance (task performance, conscientiousness, courtesy, civic virtue, sportsmanship, altruism, and innovative behavior). Parcels are indexes computed by averaging two or more items of the same dimension. Item parceling is suggested in structural equation modeling to enhance the stability of the instrument. Item parceling is more reliable because it provides better fit and higher loadings, while posing fewer problems with model identification (Bagozzi & Edwards 1998; Bandalos 2002; Bandalos 2008; Holt 2004; Worthington & Whittaker 2006) . According to Byrne (2001) , Kline (2005) , Schumacker and Lomax (2004) , a measurement model is important to examine whether or not the measurements used fit the data. Although the traditional chi-square goodness of fit statistics is reported, this criterion is overly strict and very sensitive to a large sample size, i.e. 200 or above (Byrne 2001; Kline 2005; Schumacker & Lomax 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell 2007) . As an alternative, Byrne (2001) and Kline (2005) suggest using other fit indices, such as normed chi-square or chi-square/degree of freedom. The acceptable range for normed chi-square is 1 to 5 (Schumacker & Lomax 2005) .
The measurement model is also observed for overall fitness by referring to other fit indices as suggested by Byrne (2001) , Kline (2005) , Schumacker and Lomax (2005) , and Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) . Based on Byrne, (2001), Hair et al. (2007) , Schumacker and Lomax (2005) , Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) , the fit indices reported in this study are the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and the root mean square residual (RMR) for model fit; the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) and the Comparative index (CFI) for model comparison; and the Normed Chi-Square (NC) for model parsimony. To indicate that the model is adequately fit, the cutoff values are set at 0.90 or higher for CFI and TLI (Byrne 2001; Kline 2005; Schumacker & Lomax 2005) and 0.08 or lower for RMSEA (Byrne 2001; Kline 2005; Schumacker & Lomax 2005) .
CONSTRUCT VALIDITY OF THE JOB PERFORMANCE MEASURE
According to Hair et al. (2007) , construct validity is crucial to ensure that the observed variables actually represent the theoretical latent construct that these variables are designed to measure. In addition to factor loadings in the confirmatory factor analysis, convergent validity is examined by observing the values of composite reliability and variance extracted (VE).
As noted by Hair et al. (2007) , composite reliability values should be greater than 0.6, while VE should exceed 0.5. A composite reliability value less than 0.6 indicates that the items do not consistently measure the same latent construct (Hair et al. 2007) . VE is computed by dividing the total of all squared standardized factor loadings (squared multiple correlations) by the number of items. A value of VE smaller than 0.5 indicates that variance is caused by the existence of measurement error in the items, rather than being explained by the latent factor structure imposed on the measure. Table 3 shows the calculated composite reliability for each latent construct. Composite or construct reliability is an indicator of convergent validity. The rule of thumb for a good reliability estimate is 0.7 or higher, which means that all observed variables consistently represent the same latent construct. However, Hair et al. (2007) also assert that a reliability value between 0.6 and 0.7 may be acceptable given than other indicators of construct validity are good. In this case, task performance shows a composite reliability value of 0.663. However, as suggested by Hair et al. (2007) , these values are considered acceptable as it fulfills the lower limit of acceptability. Table 4 shows the result of the calculated VE to further support the convergent validity of each construct. A VE of 0.5 or higher is a good rule of thumb suggesting adequate convergence (Hair et al. 2006 ). The VE for task performance and OCB are 0.501 and 0.713, respectively, lending support for the convergent validity of the instrument in measuring job performance. The first order measurement model shows the value of TLI and CFI as 0.989 and 0.995, respectively. All loadings of items on their targeted factors are high, statistically significant, and above 0.55 the cutoff point used in the exploratory factor analysis. Both factors are correlated with the correlation value of 0.54, suggesting that these factors are interrelated, but are relatively orthogonal of one another. The hierarchical factor structure of job performance is also hypothesized and tested. The second order measurement model is found to be good fitted, with TLI = 0.991, CFI = 0.987, RMSEA = 0.039, RMR = 0.011, normed chi-square = 1.387 (χ 2 = 12.484, df = 9, p = 0.187). The factor loadings for task performance and OCB are 0.94 and 0.58, respectively. In other words, both latent constructs converge with the job performance hierarchical factor structure. Observed variables load on each factor with standardized factor loadings of 0.67 to 0.91 (p < 0.05), lending the evidence of convergent validity for all of the items. Model fit statistics comparing both factor models are presented in Table 5 . The results indicate that the two measurement models for the job performance construct meet the criteria for good fitting models. The second order factor produces similar results to the earlier first order factor. 
DISCUSSIONS
The construct validation results have provided a strong ground for the two-dimensionality of the job performance measure. However, it is crucial to note that task performance is no longer a single factor measure because four OCB dimensions, namely sportsmanship, courtesy, civic virtue, and conscientiousness, load on the task performance factor, instead of the OCB factor. The validation analyses report that only altruism and voice behavior describe the OCB factor. The results show that respondents mostly perceive job performance items as issues of task performance, rather than OCB. Specifically, supervisors in the public sectors who respond to the questions tend to perceive OCB as task performance. One of the plausible reasons is attributed to the dimensions being used in the performance appraisal in the public sector. As shown in the performance appraisal form, Malaysian public servants are being evaluated based on several criteria that include dimensions similar to OCB items, including sportsmanship, courtesy, conscientiousness, and civic virtue. As such, these supervisors would naturally view the OCB items as task performance, rather than discretionary behaviors. This plausibly reasons out the cross loadings of OCB items into the task performance factor. The construct validation results are also attributed to the nature of the jobs in the organization. According to Moore (1996) , public servants are highly interdependent of each other in performing jobs. A job involves several tasks to be done by several individuals, involving support, management and a professional group. A high level of interdependency among employees in getting a job done would result in a high level of engagement in OCB. This is because each of the individuals involves is expected to show some form of discretionary behavior in order to get his/her job done on time. Discretionary behavior includes sportsmanship, courtesy, conscientiousness and civic virtue. For instance, public servants should engage in sportsmanship, whereby they do not complain about meeting job deadlines. They are also expected to show some level of conscientiousness by performing their tasks beyond the minimum required level and be courteous by taking preventive steps to a avoid problems with others. Public servants are expected to stay focused on work so that all tasks can be completed on time. In other words, OCB is required of public servants to ensure effective overall functioning of the public service organization and, for this reason, OCB is evaluated as task performance instead of OCB by the supervisors in the public sector.
Another plausible justification is based on the fact that the public service sector is a service-based organization. As the job title suggests, the core tasks of the public servants are to serve customers in the public sector. As far as public service is concerned, the job nature in this sector requires public servants to do beyond what is stated in their job descriptions in order to fulfill the needs of multiple stakeholders. OCB consists of voluntary behaviors performed by employees to ensure the smooth functioning of the organization. When attending to the needs of clientele, public servants are expected to engage in sportsmanship by showing a positive attitude and not complaining about having to do additional tasks so as to meet different expectations. Furthermore, they must also exhibit a high level of conscientiousness by 'walking the extra mile' to serve the customers. As such, OCB is expected from each individual in the public service, where its main function is to fulfill the needs of all of its stakeholders.
Most importantly, the findings are in agreement with results of previous research, such as Wilson (2005) , who finds that 94 percent of supervisors considered OCB as part of their subordinates' task performance. Likewise, Vey and Campbell (2004) find that 17 of the 30 OCB items were categorized by 85 percent of the supervisors as task performance. This is in agreement with the assertions of Borman and Motowidlo (1997) and Fisher and Hartel (2004) that supervisors tend to view and evaluate task and OCB as a similar construct in appraising their subordinates' job performance. A plausible reason for the similar results is attributable to the fact that items in the job performance measure were very subjective as they are perceptual in nature. Therefore, to evaluate the items as task or OCB is very much dependent upon how these items are perceived by supervisors.
As noted earlier by Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) , it is difficult to separate task performance from several dimensions of contextual performance in practice among supervisors who tend to view OCB as task performance. This is because the assessment is based solely on the supervisors' perceptions. Supervisors would plausibly require their subordinates to engage in OCB as part of their task performance, but not as discretionary behaviors. This is consistent with the assertion of Organ (1997) that OCB is no longer to be considered as "discretionary behavior, not directly rewarded by the formal system" because, in most cases, supervisors tend to take into consideration the level of engagement in OCB among their subordinates if they are to make decisions regarding performance appraisal and reward distributions. This assertion is also supported by Borman and Motowidlo (1997) , Fisher and Hartel (2004) , Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) , and Vey and Campbell (2004) , who point out that OCB items should be included in the job performance measure because most of the items are integrally measuring task performance and important in assessing employees' overall job performance. Therefore, based on the research results and empirical support in the literature, items on task performance and OCB should be integrated in job performance appraisals, particularly among public servants.
IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION
One important theoretical contribution of this study relates to the construct validation of the instruments. Specifically, this study uses the job performance instrument, as adapted from Williams and Anderson (1991) , to evaluate task performance and the approach utilized by Organ (1990) , Morrison and Phelps (1999) , Van Dyne & Le Pine (1998) to assess OCB in terms of sportsmanship, courtesy, altruism, conscientiousness, civic virtue, and voice behavior. Based upon suggestions in the literature (e.g. Deewar et al. 1980; Fried & Ferris 1987; Griffin & Brueckner 1980; House & Rizzo 1972; Kanungo 1982; Scandura & William 2000) , a construct validation is deemed crucial to ensure that more meaningful results could be elicited from any research. Furthermore, construct validation could be of substantial value to the theoretical domain in the respective field. Given the limited empirical scrutiny on measurement validation in the Malaysian context, this study has taken the step to provide evidence of construct validity of the Malay-translated version of the scale that measures the job performance construct.
Importantly, the evidence of construct validation of the Malay-translated instruments employed in this study manages to add more empirical support in the respective theoretical domain, indicating the utility of all the measures in the Malaysian context, particularly the public service sector. Furthermore, composite reliability, variance extracted, and confirmatory factor analysis have provided the evidence of construct validity based on tests of significance and assessment of the measurement model fit. Thus, the two subscales of job performance, with first order and second order measurement models, can be useful instruments in examining job performance in the Malaysian setting.
